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ABSTRACT - ' " - 

^ A study was conducted to determine whether* graduate ^ 
teaching assistants in speech communication were avare of zue 
affective cbii^onents. of their* classroom behavior and ot tae student ' 
responses to them, und vhether the> instructors' avareneds of the 
affective dimensions'* of insl^ruction related' to the student evaluative 
responses. Subjects vete 640 - stu-dents enrolled \iu 30 sections of a 
basic coamunication course taught by 18 instructors^ During the last 
week of a semester, the st\)dents vere administered the Index of 
Teachers* Affective Communication ^(ITAC) , along with the objective 
tjach^ er evalua lLoiL^lnstrnpent tradi"fcionairl-Y~-ased by the^ni versity** . 
rTn separate circumstances, the teaching assistant in each course . 
sfeifrt^ton was asked to examine' tie ITAC and predict what the, mean ^ 
St ^dent'response would.be for each^of the items on the meaeuxe* The ' 
results suggested that* the teaching assistants had poor se&sitivity 
as to how .they were perceived by t^eir students. While' most i 
instructors scored well on the ITAC according* to their students, many 
. were unable to predict t&eir scores, Th%Yre6ults support the 
..generalized use of^the lUAC as an effective' evaluation instrument of^ 
iK:la,ssroom communication. (PL) . C ^ J 
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One of the ironies of corimunication education is that while many 
departments depend upon the basic course as the "bread and butter" 
base of • departmental credit hour output; they often consign instruc- , 
tion to a staff representing the lowest leyels of training and exper- 
ience — the Graduate Teaching Assistants, While 'the academic and 
practical problems that 'produce this situation vary, evientually con- 
cerns are admitted about the q^alit^ of instruction delive/ed in such 
programs, particularly if the programs are very large. These conc^ns 
then give rise to a vkriety of evaluation and training techniques ' 
which attempt to assess and then improve the teaching performance of 
the GTA's, ' ^ ^ ' 

. 'Many current assessment* techniques rely largely on student eval- 
'uations of teaching performance and emphasize supposedly "objective" 
aspects of teacher performance. They tend to stress readily observable 
dimensions such as apparent organization of informaption, demonstration 
of knowledge of mate.rial„ an4 specificity of student task descriptions. 
Most such instruments clearly attempt to avoid areas* having to do with 
the personal liking or disliking of instructor and student. 

Critics denigrate strudetit evaluations of teaching as popularity 
contents, but we may at this point 6ffer the opposite side of the coin 
and ask whether- Vpopularity" or liking might no't be a significant and 
true component of instructional effectiveness, • Subs tantial research 
SujJports the notion that positive classroom affective climates are re- 
lated to increased learning, and an evaluat^ion system that ignores the 
affective components of classroom transac-tions may be at least as mis- 
leading as one which attends only to persona]^ liking, - Further, a lack 
of the instructors * or GTAs *. awarenes*s of their affective roles in the . 
classroom may result in negati"^ affective conditions whic^ inhibit 
student performance. / 



The study reported here provides an initial step- in dealing with 
this problem, While investigative in nature, this project considers 
two preliminary questions': (1) are instructors (in this case GTA's) 
aware of the affective components -of their classroom behavior and 
student responses to them; and (2) is the instructor's' awareness of 
the effective dimensions of instruction related to the student eval- 
uative responses the instructor receives? 



* Ag^^fim^g: COMMUNICATION ANR STUDENT EVALUATIONS 

i L 

A popular principle about communication behaviar is that^^^'it's 
not what you say but hov you say it," Many of us can remember times 
wl^en a- change in the manner of communicating would- have yielded diff- 
erent consequence^, The-phrasing of a statement, the nonverbal attri- 
butes of a message — these and other factors may affect the accept- 
ability or general responsiverress to a message. The classroom setting 
is no different. The ability of a teacher to determine and control 
affective coimnunication within the classroom may be essential to good 
pedagogical practices. ^ ^ ( ^ 

In 1964, Krathwohl, Bloom & Masia published their Taxonomy of- ' 
Educational Objectives : Handbook II , the Affective Domain , setting 
forth a discussion of the affective aspects of instructional goals. 
Recognising a concern for affective learning, i^irathwohl -et al, 
categorized components of affective domain and their taxonomy 
provides, teachers with the framework nec^«ary to establish educational 
objectives which concern the "liking" or attitudes of students towards 
various concepts, principles or skills, Clea*rly the affective objects 
might also include the teacher, or other students. 

Recent work by Hurst (1980) has further emphasized the signifi- ^ 
cant role which the affective environment plays in the learning pro- 
cess. Hurst suggests thjt affective learrfing may constitute the first 
level of a hierarchy. That is, student^' affective orientations "acted 
as a stimulus for certain cognitive achievements^' (p, 301), A student's 
"willdngness to receive" instruction precedes cognitive accomplishements 
and can act as a gate-keepf^r to other learning. Therefore, teachers 
must consider both cognitive at^d affective perspectives 'for any given 
educational goal', Hurst/'s work is consistent with the earlier work of 
Andrews (l978)' who found that the cognitive arid affective skills of a 
teacher seem to "mesh" together whenever confronting the problems of . 
teaching, ' ^ . . 

, The affectivp as x?ell as the cognitive qualities of a teacher aife 
apparent to most students (ftarques. Lane arid Dorfinan,, 1979; Bou6field, 
I9.40^and should be considered carefully (Ayers,^ Rol\r and Bilbrey, 1*980) 
The effective communjLcation skills a teacher demonstrates -may impact on 
s^ffeal 



se^fisrai aspects of ^ £eachfer-stU^eht relations* For eicample, teachers 
who demonstrate positive affective communication skills, such as dynamic 
and sociable behavior, may be seen as more qc>mpetent than those* who do 
not CSamuels and Grl^ore, 1980; Sherman arid Blackburn, - 1975) ,/ Even 
teachers with a weaknes's in the subject matter have been judged favor- ^ 
ably by students because of Jthe te^ch^r,*s successful affective commun- 
ication skills (Naftulin, Ware and Donnelly, 1973) • Further, Gage 
(1963) found that student Ratings of teaching effectiveness depend ^ 
as much on the personality of the teacher as on educational conte'nt. 



affective qualities manifest in a teacher's communication 
behavior also have been found to produce significant effects on 
studenr-^learning (Crawford, Brophy, Evertson and Coulter, 1977). In 
classrooms wh^re teachers communidated in such a way that students 
felt they had control over their own Behavior, Fiedler (1975) found r 
that student achie-CFement levels were greater than in the alternative 
conditions. Hurt, Scott and McCroskey (1978*, p* 173) contend that 
students who perceive that their teacher likes^them, develop moi^e . 
positive self-concepts than student^ who hold opposite perceptions, 
and further argue that a supportive climate ia th^ classroom'^prpmotes 
fuller development of a student's ^elf -esteem an|^ersonal growth, 
presumably, tl^ pedagogica'l implication is' that positive self-concepts 
promote better \earning. 

However important the affective aspects of a teacher's coramunica--- 
tidtr -behavior may -be, no progress towards the development of training 
or improveiaeat^in the avea may be made unless we feel some confi'cience \ 
that .affective beKaviox^can be measured, or that teachers can accurately 
assess their o\3^i "affect ive^^'^roi^auiu^ patterns. Those concerfis'-wili 
be the focus of the next section ofthdbs-^i^er •< 

' ^MEASURING AND PREDICTING AFFECTIVE COiMMU^ICATION RESPONSES ' 

Some- recent approaches to the development of instruments to m^asuf e 
student valuing of their instructors seem to indicate movement tbw^d an 
assessment cff teachers' af f ective' communicat'ion • >fclaughlin, ErickSon 
and Ellison (1979) indicated that "student evaluation measures, .re- 
flect a growing recognition pf the affective components of the teacher's 
classlroom communication: virtually every factor analytic 'study df the 
dimensions of instructional effectiveness publishecf in the last five 
years has uncovered an- affective fact;cfr or set of vsubscales (p, 14)/' 
Washington (1979) reported that specific affective variables' such ais 
interpersonal relations with students, classroom, atmosphere, ■ praise arid 
criticism and teacher-pupil fit*, were related tq| student ratings of 
teacher ef f ect'iveness • 

In an attempt to assess" the affective behaviors. of teachers within 
the classroom setting,' McLaughlin et al, developed d fourteen item in- 
strument/ the Index of Teachers' Affective 'Communication (jiAC) , k short 
ened version of an earlier affective communication instrument. From an 
initial poc^ of 540 items, thfe Investiga'tors produced a fifty Item scale 
an^ then a short-form' IIAC of fourteen items. The fourteen item* repre- 
slBntvtwelve independent components oi^^/fitf fee tive teacher ^behavior: il) 
nonspecific criticism; (2) i^ejection of student ,thinkingj (3) rejection 
.of student f^eling-l£xp;ression; (4) rejection of student-initiated goal- 
setting and/or pnocedures; (5) rejection of student behavior; (6) justi- 
fication o*f self and/or authof ±3ky; ' (7) non-specific p raise; (8) accept- ' 
ance of student thinking; (9) acceptance of st;udents^ expression of feel 
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ings ; (10) acceptance of studentrinitiated goal-^setting and/or pro^m 
, cedures ; (11) acceptance of student behav^r; (12) acceptance of 
student evaluation of self and/or authority/ In McLaughlin's et al • 
studies, reliability coefficients for the ITAC were found to Ife .»95 
and \94 iri^ two studies, and validity support was indicated by the ^ 
ITAC's high correlation (,80) wijth mean ratings on the Doyle Student ' 
EvaluatiorOof Instruction measure. High ITAC scores also correlated ' 
^11 with/observations of nondirective talk, and**^ ratio pf praise and 
' criticism statements on the"^^idon and Flanders classroom communica- ♦ 
tion observation instrument. (See Appendix A for a copy of the, ITAC 
short ft%n.) 

' The ability of instrufitors to sfelf -evaluate their teaching abili- 
ties has also received^ attention in recent research." Blackburn and 
^ark (1975) examined the coi^relati&n between teacher self-evaluati. 
and stiident evaluation rei^ults and found only a .19 correlation be- 
tween the two. ^Ce«tra (1973) asked faculty to select a single course 
_in which to evaluate themselves and to be evaluated by their students 
at midsemester; analysis of the self-evaluation revealed only a modest 
correlation of ,21. for seventeen evaluative items with student responses. 
Braskamp, Ca,uiley and Costin (1979) found that self-evaluat.lon indicatecK 
a "lack of favorableness of self-over student ratings,"* However, Doyle 
and Webber (1978) and Doyle and Crichton (1978) found good correlations 
between studelits^ raftings and .teachers ' self-evafuation aftd noted that 
tho^ instructors who describe themselves as better- teachers also re- 
port success in getting students interested in the^^terAl and say 
that they themselves enjoy 'teaching "and like the course material.. 
While we find some dispute among the various findings, the preponde- 
rance of data support^ the notion that teachers may not be particularly 
accurate in predicting how they may be evaluated b-y 'their students. 

Two areas of previous' research, then, lehd us to the question we 
will consider here. Given that, some doubt exists that teachers may be 
at all accurate in their intuitive assessments of how students view 
tjiem, can some relations^iip be determined between an individual 
teacher ^s sensitivity 'to*student responses and the nature of the 
actual eValuations students make of teacher affective communication 
behavior? More specifically, we -can address two discrete questions: 
(1) are instructors (in ,this case GTA's) awafe of the affective compo- * 
nents of their classroom behaviors and students* respons^es to them; 
and (^) is the level of instructor awareness 'related to the Students' 
actual evaluative responses to thr^ teacher?^ 

( 

A third >auestion of a subordinate level addresses additional test- 
ing of the ITm; instrument itself. (3) Will ITAC items -demonstrate re- ^ 
liability and unidimensionality in this examination of student response^ 
*tQ GTA's teaching behavior? . . r ^ - . * 

' - 



PROCEDURE . jt 

Subjects involved in ,the study included students and graduate 
teaching assistants in a basic communication course at ^ moderate- 
sized comprehensive university. Six hundred and forty students re- 
sponded by assessing the classroom communication behaviors of 
eigh.teen GTA*s teaching thirty « course sections,/ Students partici- 
pating ijx'the evaluations represented a wide range of academi?t* majors 
^udrifiost were ift their first or ^second year of college study. Graduate 
teaching assistants included both those working towards masters and 
doctoral degrees and represented a range of 0 - three years of college 
teaching experience. 

In the last week of a seme's ter, th^ ITAC was administered to the 
students along with the objective teacher evaluation instrument em-^ 
kployed at that university. Both evaluation instruments were admini- 
irstered and collec,ted by an individual other Than the actual instructor 
of each. course section. Subjects were assured that the results of the 
measurements, would remain unknown to their instructors unti^ after the 
final grades were turned in,^ Additionally, no student identifying ' 
information was placed on either evaluation form. 

In separate r-frr iimfi t anr.es the GTA^ in earh course section ifas asked 
examine the ITAC and ''predict" what the mean student response would 
( be^ for each of 'the fourteen items' An identifying code was assigned to 
' these responses by an independent coder in order to maintain the 
anonymity of the -GTA's, 



MEASUREMENT COMPARISONS AND RESULTS 

In order to answer the first question, actual student responses on 
a measure of teacher affective communication (ITAC) were compared to in- 
structor predictions of their students* responses. First a grand corre- 
lation of all students' responses to all instructor predictions was 
computed (Ni'e, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner 6* Bent, 1975), Next means 
were com{)uted for students' responses on each of the fourteen ITAC 
items, for," each of the 30 sections. These were then correlated with 
the instructors* predictions" of students' responses for each item 
(See Table L) . ^ 

Iri» tf{e first cases, the grand correlation reached r =? ,3909 (p,(,0001) 
and suggests that overall these GTA's were not good predictors of students' 
responses to^ their classroom affective communication. In the second com- 
parison, ^ thirXy-seven percent (11) of the instructors produced predictions 
that correlated at ^,50 with their students' responses (see Table 2), 
In fac^t, one half, of all section predictions correlated below ',35, Gen- 
erally, G'^A's do not demonstrate the accuracy of prediction of student 
responses one might expBct were they aware of .their classroom affective 
behavi^^rs and .students' » responses to them. 



The second research question concerning the relationship be- 
tween instructor-prediction accuracy and student perception of in- 
structor' js affective coniJnunication behavior was answered -by first of 
all determining "good" ipstpuc'tor predictors of student responses - 

, (those whose predictions of student responses correlated with actual 
responses at a level .higher than the median correlation of | all in- 
structors pf ,3554), and "high" studejit evaluations, of- instructors 
(those scores for each tTAC item below the median scor.e of 1.971 on 

^ the. rating scale. The ITAC scale ranges from 1-7 with 1 as the mo4t 
positive response). The student responses were tested for unidimen- 
sionality by factor analytic procedures and foun^ satisfactory so the 
fourteen item scores 'were summed and the mean scores for all students 
within each section were computed. Comparisons of tl)e instructor/ 

•predictor data and student evaluation data revealed that of the^ fifteen 
"good" predictor instructors, only forty percent v^cere rated above* the 
median by their stidents. Conversely^ sixty percent o,f ^the good pre- 
dictors wfere rated below the median* Of the fifteen instrtictors who 
were "poor" predictors of student responses, sixty percent-were •ra.ted 

* above the median on ITAC scores and forty 'percent rated ;^elow the 
median. Generally, the better predictors of student responses wer^ 
evaluated lower on 'the IXAQ scale than their poor predictor cotj^-nter- 
parts; those ins tructors^ less effective' in predictinjg their students' 
perceptions of their affective communication behavior scored higher on» 
the ITAC scale than those who predict well. These results are quite 
surprising and contrary to common sense expectation. ^ 

We should poiAt .out that when we refer to those instructors .per- 
ceivfed^s potr by student, responses , we are referring 'to those with *- 
ITAC scol^^s above the median on the ITAC 1-7 rating scale. (On the 
ITAC -scores^Va one represents the most posit;ive evaluation, a seven is 
.the most negatxVa response. Con$equeintly , instructors evaluated below 
the 1.971 i^edi^n ai^ more favored by their students than tho'se scoring 
above the median.) ^^ctually, most GTA's performed. rather well on the 
ITAC. All biit two ina^rudtor-sections were scored below 3.0 indicating 
>^good affective communioation behavior within the classroom. Further, it 
was iSiteresting to us to determine how many ir\s true tors rated themselves 
better or worse than thA student ^mean responses for phat section. Fifty- 
seven, percent (17) of tKev instructors rated their own aff ective , behavior 
worse than their s-tudents did, and forty- three percent (13) rated them- 
selves more' positively than did their students (see Table 3) » Apparently 
a majority*^ of « GTA's are pessimistic in their predictions of. student 
^^perceptions of 'their classroom affective communication behavior. 
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Regarding the third, research cjuestioa concerning the r-eliabili't^ 
and unidimensionality <if the ^instrument , a principle components 

solution followed by. varimax rotation was performed on 'the student 
responses on the ITAC (see' Nie,' al.) . Only one factdr was extracted 
with^ an Eigenvalue ^ unity ; it accounted for fifty-six percent oT the \^ 
total variance. Item loadings rangecT from .53 to .79 (see^Table 4). 
The extraction of only one factor supports previous research and the 
determined unidimensionality of the scale application replicates the 
McLaughlin jet al , studies. Tl^e reliability was sufficiently estab- 
lished with an alpha level of .93. 



DISCUSSION . , i 

The data collected in this^ study allow some interesting inferences. 
One issue addressed by this study concerns the predictive Abilities "pf 
GTA's concerning their students' responses on the ITAC^^ale . The Je- 
suits w%re consistent with some of the previous research ^^hich suggested 
that instructors apparently have poor sensitivity as to how they ar^ 
perceived by their own students — at least regarding teacher affective 
communication. While most GTA's sQored very well^on the ITAC instrument 
.according to their students, many were unable to predict it (stiAient 
response/instructor prediction r = .36). One reason for this result 
•might be a response bias on the par-t of the GTA's^ A general modesty, 
value (false or real) many inhibit more optimistic responses by the 
^instructors , p^ticularly i^ they think their responses will be examined 
by others. ^ Even though the stiidy design included procedures .for guarding 
the anoi^yraity of Instructor -responses , more optimistic. assessments may 
have been inhibited. The result of this would be a depressed level of 
• self-assesseji means, and consequent low correlations With student actual 
assessments. Seventeen of the thirty GTA self assessments were more 
negative; than th^ students* evaluations of their instructors. Additional 
error may be due to the "imprecision" of- tfife^GTA.'s responses. The in-' 
s true tors predicted the mean of the class evaluation and indicated it by. 
marking the number closest to the predicted mean on a scale of 1 - 7. 
Of course the actual Computed means were four digit numbefrs and attempts 
to correlate them with who.le numbers may have suppressed the str-ength , 
of the relationship. However, this is unlikely, to have had a drastic 
effect on the results as reported.' 

In addition to the grand eorrelation between student responses and \ 
instructor prediction, an analysis of each section* was conducted and 
similar results were produced. [Fewer than half of the participating- 
GTA'.s were ^ble to predict withr reasonable accuracy, (r = .50) how they 
were affectively perceived by their students., In^ fact, many GTA's pre- 
dicted rather poorly. The implications of t*hls observaT>^on are interest- 
ing. How can young, inexperienced GTA's im*prove thelr/classroom per-* 
formance if they have xp accurate perception of how their 'stud^ntfe 
perceive them? Evidently, many of our instructors do not or cannot 



accurately read trie -Verbal and 9on-:v6i;bU feedback provided by^students^ 
in the course ofjclas^rbom interactions — or students mask and with- 
hold feedback foir any 'variety of reasons. The* question, of whether 
such perception/j)rEdictions are improvable needa to be answered be f pre 
approaches may be xaken-!to deyeiop ttaining programs which ai^tempt to 
modify the affective communication bfehavaor o£ any teacher. 

We were also interested in determininj^ whether the ^*good" ^predictor 
GTA's were also jjthQse individuals Vith tlie best ITAC^ scores. The re- 
sult^ gained suggest otherwise.' The'better predicting GTA's w^re ttiose 
with ♦poorer ITAG* scores. In fact, some ^ the best predictions wer^ by 
GTA's with notab|y low rating affective scor^es. Several reasons not 
investiga-ted in |his stud^m'ay account for this condition, ?qr example, 
GTA*s who. rate aft tl^e eiftreme ends of a high/low affective scale may 
receive.^ le.ss m*i;c4d or ambiguous feedback from their students than those 
whose ITAC ratingjS are^less extreme. However, if this were true, one 
Wodld expect thatj vai^y positively rated instructors would be as good 
predfctots as very negatively .rated in 
this suppositional tho^ugh again high p 
h'i%ited because of the* modesty valuing' 

max provide less ^mbaguous responses to those instructors whom they see 
as cold, uncaring \or lunresponsive (negative affective communication). 
In short, student^-.map^ try harder to affect the behavior of someone 
whom .they consider^) an^ insensitive instructor. But if, as the results 
suggest, low affecltivfe instrqctors are more accurate , in their predictions 
of tha responses of taeir students , onevcan only woiiaer why they don't 
modify their behavior laccordingly . Ijf they are unclear as to how they 
can change their appraaches , then that clearly^ becomes, a, major objective 
of .any proposed tr^inimg or improvement program* 



.uctor3;* the data did not support 
ction scores might have .been in- 
the instructor. . Allso, [students 



Concemijjg the reliability of the ITAC as an instrument *for assessing 
a teacher's affective communication behavior, this study's results support 
the generalized use' of} the ITAC as an effective evaluation instrument of 
classroom communicatioi; by graduate iteachin^ assistants. The emergence 
of only one factor supports the presumpt-fbn of unidimension^lity of the 
instrument and the proqucts of a reliable alph^ coef f icierffc^'in a homo- 
genous grolip (GTA's). coincides with the reSu-lt^s obtained in previous 
studies. With this ^confirmation, instructors may confidently assume 
that summing the scotesi^ reported by students on the IPAC will provide* a 
meaningful assessment ol' their affective classroom communication/ 
Contrary to the very , general assessments provided by many other approaches 
the ITAC can identify ati|d locate very specific behavioral areas in the 
ir's perforraancel that 



teachei 



are effective, or that merit' improvement. 



This study was an .investigation involving affective cpmponents of 
a GTA's communicative behavior* In the classroom. Several interesting 
results emerged, but the^study is not without some admitted weaknesses. 

: I - • • . * ■ \ 

■ 's' • . - \ -^^ 



First, the sample size of GTA^^s was smajl. t;hile thirty Instructor- 
sections were observed, ^actually only eighteen different GTA's were' 
involved, since /some taught mote than o^^e of the ^observed sections. 
This small popvllatiori may pro\/ide biased data and future^ research 
should replicate the basic study design with more instructors in a 
wider variety of circumstances. Both the study valtdTr/\and the * , 
generalizabilitj^ of its results woul'^be enhanced by such^ an expar>-^ 
sion. Second, since r^ulat faculty-vere not;included in -the^^tudy, ; 
the prediction^ inaccuracies disccSvered may be a function of the 
limited^ experiential background of the^GTA^s. More extensive ex- 
perience may increase" both sensitivity to student f^edba<ik a,nd 
accuracy in evaluating that feedback. Additionally, other releVant 
independent variabiles such as: age^ position, and " types of classes 
could be considered as they affect affective communication skills 
of inj^tructors. ^ A comparison of the 'faculty ITAC scores with GTA 
scores might suggest^ other relevant variables associated with affective 
communication. Similarly, a correlation between the usual "objective" 
teacher evaluation scares andJTAC responses would* be interesting. 
^If'a strong positive correlation appeared between the two measures, ^ 
we might less fear" the ^^^opularity contest" threat many now resent 
in teacher evsrluation techniques . Clearly; "liking" as a result of 
positive affective Communication behavior would be a sought-after 
goal of most effective teachers. 
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TABLE 1 



Courses-wide Means of Stujient Responses and Instructqr Predictions of 

' F,ourteen -Items on ITAC 



Item 

1 
2 
' 3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

" 8 

% 
10 

13 , 
14 



r 



Student X 

2«.364 . 
1.648 
1.934 
2 . 199 
2.470 
2; 388 
2:043- 
1.950.' 
2.315 
1.^86 ' 
2.538 
2.205 
2.614 
1.560 



Instructor X 




14 



1.6^7 
2.026 



TABLE 2 

Correlation. Coefficients' of Predicted Scores and Student X- f or Sections 

Section - ' . > . X - Student X * 

1 . .0813 ^ 1.765 

2 • * .1761 • 1.865 ^ 

3 .2817 . • 2.036 
^ ' ' I .5461 • 2.353 

5- .6425- ' ' 1.663 

6 \ . ^ ^ .6466 ' 1.971 

7 _ r' .3943 . ' .1.714 

8 ^ Vif ^ .6934 ^ • 1.646 
'9 J ' .5485 

*10 . .4795 

11 ' • .2474 2.019 

12 • .70^7 ■- . 2.877 

13 , ■ .1664 * 1.794 

14 ' ■ .1778 ' 1.745 , 

15 - - .3029 2.1^9 

16 * .5971 2.763 

17 .3113 ' ' 2.378' 
.18 ■ . ^554 median' - 2.821 

19 . .1756 . '1.714 

.20 • . .0202 , 1.693 

21 - .0684 ' wl.987 

_22 ' . ' .1412 ' 1.527 

23 . U . ' • .4952 . 

24 ' .6427 K ' ... 2.160 . 

25 .. • .2311 ' 1.446 

26 ' . - .1055, ■ 1.568 

27 .5328 , • ^ . • 4.280 " 

28 ' .5252 4.241 

29 ' .6179 l.'SOA 

30 ' ' ■ * .2271 . 2.094 



EMC 



J5 



♦ TABLE 3" „ ■ ' , 

\ ■ ' ' , ■ . ' . 

Student X, ' Instructor X, Rating Result - , ** X 

(W = Instructor rates self worse than students do; ^ = InsAmctor 
rates 'self better than students do.> ™ o - • 

• ^ Inst rue t^or X ■ Rating Rgsiilt 

3.429 W • 

. ■ , 3.429 ' " W • • ' 

^••214 , . ■ ^ '. ' 

5. 214 * y"^ 

1.643' ' ■ • f- . 

•.1.64'3 ' B ' 

■ 2.071 ■ W 



Section " 


Student -X 


' 1 

> 


1.765 

* * 


2 
■ 3 


1.'865 . 
2.036 


4 


2.353 


. 5 


17663 


6 


iw971 


• 7 


^1.'714 


8 


1.646 • 


9 


1.697 


10 


2^026 


' 11 


2.019 

• 


12 . 


2.877 


13 


• , 1.794 


14 


,1.745 


15 


~ 2.199 


• 16 


2.763 


17 ' 

i8_ ; 


2.378 
_2 <i!2J — r — 


19 


1.714 


20 


1.693 


' 21 


1.987 


22 


; 1.527' 


23 


2.479 


' 24 • -' 


2.160 




1.446 


26 


1.568 


27 


4.280 


28 

''2, 


'4,241 
^ ^.804 


. 30 


^2,094 



2.857 - . W 

2.500 1 " - W 

2.429 . .■ "^^ 

4.000 'vf W 



"4.071. W 

1.0.71 : B 

1.071 '. ■ — . ^ B 
I? 

3 .000 • . ■ -^'fW 

•-^000 ' w 

■ 2.000 • ' ' • ^ B 

r -.2 . '000 " — . - ' <, * 

1. '357, , ' , B 
.1. 357. • , B 

1-714 ■ ^ : 

- 2.143 ' " - '«-W 

l.,6.45 , - " B 

2. ?l4 ' ' W 

■ 2.429, , ' \ W- 

2»786 • W 

3.929 - ' ^ B 

•3.071 " , J ^ 

1.929 , W 

K,786 . ' ^ ■ B , 
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TABLE 4 . ■; 

Index of Teachers' AffectivB.Conununication: *Eourteen Item Short Form 

FactQr^ Loading 

i 

1, Teacher behavior: Prescribes certain actions. 

Example: "ThatVs not allowed here/*' .5.3 



2. Teaqher behavior: Discourages pupil expression 
of feeling. Example:^ "Don't bring your personal 
experiences into the discussion." i .65 

3. Teacher behavior: Student behavior is condemned. 
Example:' "That is absolutely awful." .79 

4. Teacher behavior: Rejects student planning. 

Example: "I don't want to do that this term." .78 

5. Teacher behavior: Criticizes pupi-l idea^. ^Example: 

"I find several flavs in your regj|ining." ^ ' .74 

6. Teacher behavior: Answers "no" to a ditect rlquest. 
Example: "No, you can't do that." ^ ^ . ,.71 

7. Teacher behavior: Reads another's remark as a 

derogatory statemetrt—about self. Example: -Student 

says, "Are there any other theories a^>o\it . . .'?" 

Teacher responds, "What's wrong witlj this theory?" ' .73 

8. Teacher behavior: Rejects student expression of feel- 
ing. Example: "Yo^u shouldn't feel that way." ^ .76 

9. Teacher behavior: Persists in advocating an^ idea in 
the face of contrary evidence. Example: "Despite that, 

I still think I'm right." - ' .82 

10. Teacher behavior: Complains. Example: "That's* not 

' fair." \ ^ • . • • .78 

11. Teacher behavior: Indicate? that vhat the pupil has 

said is incorrect. Example: "That's not rightV^" .78 

12. Teacher behavior: Discourages pupil ideas. Example: 

"i don't think we ought to pursue*- that." .77 

13. Teacher behavior: Encourages student to accept teacher's 
point of view. Example: "Try to see it my way." , 

14. Teacher behavior: Name-calls. Exampl^: "Dummy!" .61 



1 



V3' 



appeMdix a 

' INDEX OT^'tEACHER'S AFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION! 
FOURTEEN-ITEM SHORT TOm ' 



Instructor l)elng evaluated 



section 

The results of* this (J^^tior^^iV^ provide data in evalua^!s(^g teaching. 
Please try* to be as honest and precise as possible. These evaluations 
are to^e anonymous, SO PLEASE DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME. . Mark all answers 
on the quest:^9nriaire itself. ' ^^^^ 



Sample item 



Teacher behavior: - Asl^s for reports 

For example: "Why don't- you tej^l us your experiences with that?"* 



Squnds very much 
unlike my teacher 



founds very much 
like mv teacher 



If the Item above sounded very much like something your ^teacher would, 
say, then yJ^Vould put afin X in the space closest to "sounds vei;y muih 
like my teacher." If the example above sounded very- much uillike some- 
thing you teacKer would say, then you would put an X in the space closes t. 
t<f ''^sounds'* very much unlike my teacKer." As you .respond to the items/^ 
on the next pages, use the intermediate blanks on the scales to mean ' 
t^ie following:^ 



sounds very 
much unlike 
my teacRer 





c w * 






ca 




D C 


D O 


o n> 


H. 


o 




H* 


M 3 






3 




H« rt. 






(0 


n> 


(0 rt 






t ? 
















=r 






rr 


r like- 
like 


K 

0 


at. 





sounds very 
much lik^ 
my teacher 



■ .- ■ ■ ■'• ■ ■ • 'i 

.1. Teacher behayip?: Prescribes certain actions: For example: 
."That'is not allowed in here." 

ft. ' » 

^ ' *^ * 

Sounds very ' , Sounds very 

much unltk^ ' \ much ^ike ^ 

^ my t^eacjperr ' - # - my teacher 

2, Teacher'^ehavior : Discourages pupil expression of feeling. 
For example: "Don't bring your personal exp^eriences into 
the classroom discussion." 

Sounds very j Sounds very 

much unlike | - ^ ^ much like 

my teacher . ' ^ my teacher 

3. ^Teacher behavior: Student behavior is condemned. For example; 

"Thrat is absolutely awful."" 



Sounds very ^ . Sounds very 

much unlike ^ ^ : much like 

ray teacher v% • * *. my teacher 

Teacher behavior: Rejects student planning. For example t"" "I 
don't want to do that this term." 




Sounds, very . ^ 4 ' Sounds very 

much unlike ^ * y much .like 

my teacher ' • ^ J " ^ my teacher 

. '-^ ' - ^ 

5. Teacher behavior: Criticizes pupil ideas. For example: "I 
'find several flaws in your reasoning.". 

Sounds very ^ ' : Sounds very 

muc)y unlike ^ ^ muth-^llke 

ray teacher ^ • - ' my teacher • . 

' ^ ' ♦ 
,6. Tea^chfer behavior: Answers "no" -to a direct request. For* example! 
"No, you can't do that." " 

Sounds very ^ . " Sounds very* 

much unlike ^ ^ ^ much like' 

ray teqx:her ' ^ ' ^* my 'teacher 

■ - ' ■ ' r ' . • 

7. ^^Teacher behavior: Reads another's remark as 'a derogatory .\ 
statement^ about4$elf. For example: ^tu3e;it ^ays,* 'lAje' thei'e ' ^ 
, any other theories about . ♦ .t" Teacher responds, "What's 
wrong with this "theory?" ^'^ kJ) 

Sounds very * ' * Sounds very ^ 

^ muoH unWrke- ' much 

tny teacher ' . , ' ' my teacher 
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6 r 



( 



J 



8. Teacher behavior:^ Rejects- student expression of feeLing,^.. For 



Jhavior:^ F 
example: **Vqu shouldn't feel .that way." 

Spund« very 

much unlike » 

mv teacher 



Sounds ve'^v 
much like 
my teacher 



Xeacher behavior: Persists in advocating an idea in the face^- 
of contrary evidence. For example: "In spite of that, I still 
think I'm right. ^' ' " ' ' . • 



Sounds very 
much unlike 
my teacher 



Sounds verv 
much like 
my teacher 



1 " ~. . / 

10. • Teacher behavior: Complains. For example: "That's not fair," 



11. 



12^ 



Sounds very 
much unlike 
my teacher 



Sounds very 
much t like 
my teacher 



Teacher behavior: Indicates that what tTie pupil has said is 
incprrect. For example: "That's tiot right." 




SoUnd^ v^ry 

much unlike 

my teacher - 



Teacl^er behavior: Discourages .pupil ideas, 
♦don't think we' dyght to pursue that." 

Sounds Mery - * * 

mudh unlike \ • 

ray teacher 



1p 



• bounds very 

much like 

my teacher 

Foj exaJnple: "I 



Sounds very 
much lik^ 
my teache?: 



13^ Teacher behavior: Encourages student to -accept teache^r's point 
, .of ylew» For example: "Try to see it my way." 



Sounds very^ 
'much unlike 
my teacher 



Sounds very 
much' like 
my teacher . 



Teacher behavior: name-calls. Fbr example: "Dummyl" • 



r 



Sounds very; 
much unlike 
my teacher 



Sounds very 
^uch U/^e 
my teacher 
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